20 THE NAUTILUS [VOL. 55 (1) 

WHAT IS ANODONTA (EUPHRATA) BAHLIKIANA 

PALLARY? 

By DR. F. HAAS 

Iii 1933 Pallary (Bull. Mus. Hist. Nat. Paris (2), 5, p. 150) 
proposed a new section of Anodonta, Euphrata, for an assumedly 
new species from Nahr Bahlik, a left tributary of the Euphrates 
in Syria. When in 1940 I published my tentative classification 
of Palearctie Unionids (Zool. Ser. Field Mus., 24, p. 115-141; 
1940), no more detailed description of this new Anodonta from 
Syria had come to my knowledge and so, familiar with Pallary’s 
tendency toward splitting up old and known species, I tentatively 
added his “species” of Anodonta to the synonomy of Anodonta 
cygnea Linne. Very shortly after the above-mentioned classifica¬ 
tion had been published, Pallary’s “Deuxicme Addition a la 
Faune Malaeologique de la Syrie” (Mem. Inst. Egypt., 39, p. 1- 
141, pis. 1-7, 1939) was received and an adequate description and 
figure of Anodonta (Euphrata) hahlikiana was found in it; and 
this additional information made it obvious that the species in 
question can by no means be separated from Anodonta vescoiana 
Bourguignat, 1857. If I had been mistaken in combining hahliki¬ 
ana with cygnea, I had been right in so far as hahlikiana was no 
new species, and owed its creation only to too fine a discrimi¬ 
nation. 

The exact systematical position of Anodonta (Euphrata) 
hahlikiana now being suggested, a word or two may be said about 
the section Euphrata created for Anodonta hahlikiana . As I have 
tried to point out in 1940, Anodonta vescoiana , now ineluding 
A. hahlikiana, does not belong to the Palearctie group of A. 
cygnea, but to the same group as A. woodiana Lea, widely spread 
in East Asia and even represented in the North American fauna 
by the species grouping themselves around A. grandis Say. To 
my judgment, this group belongs to typical Anodonta, and can¬ 
not be separated into a special subgenus or section. This has been 
tried by P. Fischer, who (Man. Conch., 1886, p. 1003) proposed 
the subgeneric name of Ptcranodon for Anodonta magnifica Lea, 
now considered a synonym of Anodonta woodiana Lea. Logi¬ 
cally, Euphrata Pallary thus becomes a synonym of Pteranodon 
Fischer. 
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(^iiitr recenlh. Shadin (I*’;iiiik* de FFRSS., Mollusqncs, I. Nn. 
1, l llionidae, j>. 1 17. 110; link's) has 11* i I to rein force (lie scpara- 
lion of I In" woudiana jrroup as a distinct submenus, Ph ranudun, 
from Aumlmda proper; hut tin* distinctive 1 features offered, 
shape of ihe shell and of the idoehidiiim, do not semi convincing 
to im». 


NOTES ON ANGUISPIRA AND DISCUS 

I• Y (iOKMH)X K. MacMILLAX 
I iruej^ie Museum 

This paper is a supplement to “A Mono^raphie Study of the 
Snails of the (leneni A n</uispira and Discus of North America, 
exclusive of Mexico." which appeared under my authorship in the 
Annals of die Harneme Museum, vol. 27, 1!)4Q, pp. M71—42G. 

Discus patulus nirinahis, which m*w varietal name l jrave to 
Discus pat id us a ni/irut us, stands as a jiood subspecies, as Hilt.r 
(Pnhilu pi rspi ct ira carinata Urataeap (1 > u 11. Am. Mils. Nat. 
Hist., vol. 14. 1!)01. p. 4oS is a synonym of Discus brjjanii niijru- 
umutanus Fils.). I had tin 1 opportunity this past spring of 
examining Wratacap's carinala at the American Museum of Natu¬ 
ral History. This variety had previously been placed under 
Discus pafahts amjulntus Kutehka as a questionable synonym. 

The distributional ran^e of Discus pnhilns variant us can be 
extended westward to (Jrand Iia ] ) i ds. Michigan, and Whitehall, 
t*i’(‘(Mie Homily. Illinois. r T his subspecies has also been recorded 
from Hritrlilon and Oberliu. Ohio, and New Harmony, Indiana. 

In t he Monographic Study of A mjitispira and Discus I included 
three charts showing the interrelat ionship of tin 1 various species, 
(hie of these charts showed Discus ndumlatus (Mueller). D. 
mediutneki ( F. (\ linker), and D. m. amjulntus (F.(\l>.) de¬ 
scending from D. patulus . Since 15. Shiiuek found a living speci- 
men of D. mccti ntneki in Iowa in 1D2S there is llie possibility that 
this species is not ancestral to D. patulus, which opinion 4. \\ 17. 
Morrison holds. From this it is more plausible tlial D. mcchn- 
fncki and D in. ain/ulatus arc the ancestral or parental species of 
patulus, or all. together with D. rut u mint ns, are olfshoots of I he 
same common ancestor that existed in tin* past jreolojrical a*res. 
Further study of Discus sunrlrrsoni (Russell), D. sunillnnus 



